In the present paper, we defend the thesis that outer-world-directed perceptual consciousness is always accompanied by an inner awareness (IAOA). This is contrary to the view that outer-world-directed conscious mental states are not accompanied by an inner awareness, which is held by Gennaro (2008) against Kriegel's (2009a and 2009b) self-representationalism. We attempt to show why philosophers like Gennaro get it wrong when they deny the IAOA thesis by critically examining his arguments against it and by giving arguments in its favour.
Introduction
Perceptual mental states are representational states. To be perceptually conscious of any object is to have a mental representation of it. Certainly not all mental representations are conscious. There has to be a mechanism that separates conscious from unconscious mental representations. Higher-Order Representational (HOR) theory offers one such account (Armstrong 1968 (Armstrong , 1997 Carruthers 2000 Carruthers , 2005 Gennaro 1996 Gennaro , 2011 Kriegel 2005 Kriegel , 2009b Kriegel , 2009a Lycan 1996 Lycan , 2004 Rosenthal 1986 Rosenthal , 1993 Rosenthal , 2005 . HOR theorists argue that a mental state is conscious if and only if the subject of that mental state is aware of being (present) in that state (Gennaro 2005a; Kriegel 2009b: 357) . There is a wide disagreement among the proponents of HOR theory as to what the nature of the representational relation between the higher-order state and its target state is. Those philosophers who argue that this representational relation is quasi-perceptual are considered to be higher-order perception theorists (Armstrong 1968; Lycan 1996 Lycan , 2004 . According to this formulation of HOR theory, each higher-order mental state represents its target state, just as we represent objects via perception. However, another group of philosophers propose that the representational relation between a first-order mental state and a higher-order mental state is cognitive, like thought, and so they are Higher-Order Thought (HOT) theorists (Gennaro 1996 (Gennaro , 2011 Rosenthal 1986 Rosenthal , 1997 Rosenthal , 2004 .
Peter Carruthers (2000) differentiates his dispositionalist HOT theory from Rosenthal and Gennaro's position, which he calls actualist HOT theories. The difference between the actualist and dispositionalist HOT theories is that, according to the former, an HOT must occur in order to render the target state conscious, whereas, Carruthers' theory does not make any commitment conveying that an HOT need actually occur. It may simply be dispositional. 1 In this paper we are concerned with Gennaro's Actualist HOT theory. Now, according to Higher-Order Thought theory, the representational relation between higher-order and lower-order mental states is thought-like, i.e. cognitive in nature. A mental state is conscious, according to HOT, if it is suitably represented by another distinct higher-order mental state, a thought.2 According to HOT, I am perceptually conscious of the desktop monitor in front of me by virtue of representing this perceptual mental state by another distinct higher-order mental state, a meta-psychological state, a thought. My being perceptually conscious of the desktop monitor is an example of an outer-world-directed mental state. Now, as far as outer-world-directed mental states are concerned, according to HOT theory, defended by philosophers such as Rosenthal (2002) and Gennaro (1996 Gennaro ( , 2011 , we are not always conscious of being in those mental states. For example, I am conscious of the desktop monitor but not of the fact that I am seeing the monitor. This observation is explained by the fact that the higher-order thought is unconscious. It is only during introspection that we are conscious of being in a mental state.
So, according to HOT, the first-order, perceptual mental state M is conscious when it is represented by an unconscious HOT M1, where M1 ≠ M. In other words, the mental state M and HOT representing it are numerically distinct. This HOR theory, however, leaves a gap between experience and its awareness, which, Kriegel (2005 Kriegel ( , 2009a argues, is not supported by our feelings of immediacy and the closeness between our awareness and the conscious experience. We are necessarily aware of all our conscious experiences, and not aware of any unconscious experience. This is what Kriegel calls the "awareness thesis". According to Self-Representationalism (SR), a perceptual outer-world-directed mental state is conscious if there is inner awareness accompanying it in such a way that the mental state and the inner awareness of it are not two numerically distinct states. A mental state is conscious if it is a self-directed mental state. In other words, if it has inner awareness directed upon itself.
Kriegel's SR requires that, not just outer-world-directed ones, but all mental states representing phenomenal experience be accompanied by inner awareness. Since Kriegel relies on the so far rather uncontroversial distinction between focal and peripheral awareness in the case of outer world-directed-perceptual states, Gennaro (2006 Gennaro ( , 2008 Gennaro ( , 2012 has argued against the thesis that outer focal consciousness is accompanied by inner peripheral (self-) awareness. This is an attempt to refute Kriegel's SR regarding consciousness.
Let us call the thesis that outer-world-directed perceptual states are accompanied by an inner awareness as IAOA for short. The present paper argues for the IAOA thesis. In order to do this, we attempt to show why philosophers like Gennaro get it wrong when they deny this thesis by critically examining his arguments against it. 3 In section 2, we elaborate on the IAOA thesis by showing that the crux of the matter does not depend on the distinction between focal and peripheral awareness, which is central to the debate between Gennaro's HOT (1996 , 2012 and Kriegel's SR (2009) . Instead, the direct question is whether there is inner awareness accompanying all our perceptual consciousness. In Section 3, we critically examine Gennaro's arguments against the IAOA thesis and present three arguments in its support. It will be clear during the discussion of these arguments that they address the issues related to the debate in a certain logical order. We end the paper with concluding remarks in Section 4.
The Distinction between Focal and Peripheral Awareness, and the IAOA Thesis
Following William James, philosophers tend to distinguish between focal and peripheral perceptual awareness. When I am typing these words, my consciousness is focussed on the desktop screen. However, there are other objects in the periphery of my visual field.
The idea is that one is always aware of some object focally and others peripherally. Applying the focal-peripheral perceptual awareness distinction to outer-world-directed and inner-mind-directed mental states, Gennaro (2008) mentions four combinations: 1) Outer focal and outer peripheral awareness (OFOP) 2) Inner focal and inner peripheral (self-) awareness (IFIP) 3) Inner focal and outer peripheral awareness (IFOP) and 4) Outer focal and inner peripheral (self-) awareness (OFIP). Out of these four, Gennaro rejects OFIP, the thesis that "We (at least sometimes) have outer focal consciousness accompanied by inner peripheral conscious (self-) awareness" (Gennaro 2008: 42) . However, according to Kriegel, this inner peripheral conscious (self-) awareness, is what makes a mental state conscious. Kriegel starts with the observation that to be conscious of one's mental state is to have an inner awareness (a "forme-ness") of that mental state. This inner awareness of one's own mental state makes it subjective. The inner awareness which Kriegel identifies as the subjective element is, rather, the familiar notion of the peripheral awareness of external objects in the objective world extended to internal objects of the subjective world like various phenomenal experiences and intentional mental states. Kriegel observes that we have focal and peripheral awareness of the objects of our sensory experience. We are not only aware of what is directly presented to us in our sensory field, but also of what is at the periphery. For instance, I am aware of the desktop screen in front of me, but I am also aware of the coffee mug at the corner of the table to my left. I am focally aware of the desktop screen and peripherally aware of the coffee mug. Similarly, we can also say that we are focally or peripherally aware of our other experiences of the world. This awareness of the very experience one is going through is a form of inner awareness. Therefore, just as there is a peripheral vision and a focal vision, or peripheral awareness and focal awareness, in the same way, there is a peripheral inner awareness of one's experience as well as a focal inner awareness of the same. Kriegel argues that we have only peripheral awareness of our occurring experiences. However, Kriegel also points out that we can introspectively turn our attention on some experience making us focally inner aware of it. For Kriegel, peripheral inner awareness is the subjective character of experience. 4 Kriegel prefers to identify subjectivity with peripheral inner awareness mainly because he finds it ubiquitous as compared to focal inner awareness. While focal inner awareness is rare, in that our stream of consciousness takes explicit notice of itself relatively infrequently, peripheral inner awareness is virtually ubiquitous, in that it "hums" in the background of our stream of consciousness with nearly absolute constancy and is absent only when replaced by focal inner awareness. 5 Moreover, peripheral inner awareness is involuntary and effortless, whereas focal inner awareness is voluntary and requires effort. Obviously, ubiquity implies that we do not have voluntary control over our peripheral inner awareness, and this means that we do not require to make any efforts towards its functioning.
However, admitting inner peripheral awareness as a ubiquitous feature of all conscious mental states creates a difficulty for Gennaro's HOT because this renders the role of unconscious meta-psychological thought redundant. 6 This is the reason why Gennaro (2008) rejects the thesis that our Outer Focal consciousness is often or always accompanied by Inner Peripheral (self-) awareness.
The first question is: Do we really need to make a distinction between focal and peripheral awareness in the case of perception? At most we can say that there are objects which are in focus or in the periphery, depending on the direction of our attention guided by inner awareness. Although Gennaro accepts OFOP as a noncontroversial case, in stark contrast to OFIP, it can very well be argued that OF and OP do not occur simultaneously.
In fact, either of them can occur only in combination with IP. Moreover, it is difficult to maintain OF simultaneously with OP. How do we arrive at the distinction between outer focal and outer peripheral awareness? That there is outer awareness means that there is a single visual field, wherein some objects are at the centre and others are at the periphery. We realize this only when we shift our attention from the object at the centre of the visual field to those on the periphery. However, this awareness of objects, whether at the centre or the periphery, requires inner awareness.
Although Gennaro (2008: 48) directly objects to the thesis that inner peripheral (self-) awareness accompanies outer focal awareness against Kriegel's self-representationalism. 7 Kriegel's self-representationalism requires a much stronger thesis about inner awareness compared to the IAOA thesis defended in this paper. 8 We are simply saying that some form of inner awareness always accompanies perceptual outer awareness. However, even though much weaker than Kriegel's version, if IAOA is true then it does go against the HOT theory of consciousness, which allows for only unconscious HOTs to accompany first-order perceptual states.
Arguments in Favour of IAOA
The following three arguments aim to show why we must accept the thesis that inner awareness accompanies outer-world-directed consciousness. The first argument uses the diaphanous nature of consciousness to argue why the presence of inner awareness goes unnoticed while it accompanies outer awareness. The second argument uses the subjective character of conscious experience to show that denying IAOA means that conscious mental states lack subjectivity. The third argument is based on the functional role of inner awareness as a link between information received through outer awareness and higher-level cognitive processes, such as decision-making.
Phenomenological argument from the transparency of inner awareness
The major argument for the representational theory of consciousness comes from the transparent nature of conscious experience. 9 When we try to look for the qualitative character of phenomenal states while perceiving any object, we find the corresponding object of experience (Harman 1990) . Tye (1995) argues that it does not matter how hard we try to see via introspection the qualitative character of experience. We always end up visualizing or seeing the object which we have experience of. If we attempt to find the distinguishing qualitative character of two different experiences, we end up analyzing the respective objects of experience located externally. Phenomenal character is the property of external and spatially extended objects. According to Tye, when we turn our gaze inwards and try to focus our attention on the intrinsic features of an experience, we always seem to end up attending to what the experiences are of (1995: 135). My visual experience of the black and white letters I am typing on the word processor is not itself black and white. I only see black and white alphabets on the screen. By introspection we may not attend to any intrinsic quality of experience. We are only aware of qualities and properties of external objects. Only if we accept a form of strong representationalism can we explain this; i.e., we are aware of phenomenal properties just because phenomenal properties are reducible to their representational content (Siewert 2004: 18) . Moreover, according to Tye, the transparency thesis covers not only perceptual states and sensations but also felt emotions, moods and elations.
The transparency argument explains why we do not find any qualitative character in the brain. According to Tye, it hardly matters how hard we peer into our brain and neural processes; we are anyway not going to find any qualitative character of our mental states. This is simply because it is just not there. Our brain is a representational system which represents the world, including our bodies. A representation does not require any resemblance between what is represented and that which it represents. All the neural processes involved in representing the "technicolor phenomenology" of the world do not themselves possess technicolor itself. In other words, any representational vehicle does not share the properties of the contents which it represents. Similarly, neural processes are vehicles for representing objects and their properties, but they do not themselves processes the properties of the objects which they are supposed to represent. Now, Gennaro argues, based on his own phenomenological experience, that whenever he is attentively attending to any object during perceptual experience he is not aware of any inner-directed peripheral awareness. Our outer-world-directed first-order mental states are totally directed at the outside world and there is no awareness of any marginal or peripheral inner awareness (Gennaro 2008: 48) . From his own first-person experience he arrives at the general conclusion that inner awareness does not accompany perceptual consciousness.
However, the very argument from the transparency of conscious experience, which is used, by representationalists against qualia realists, in favour of the representational nature of conscious experience, can also be used to prove IAOA. While our awareness is directed at some object out there in the world, we do not realize the presence of inner awareness due to its very transparent nature, which enables us to look through it to the object of our experience. However, we can become aware of it when we introspect.
Moreover, any perceptual experience does not only have an object but a subject too. From the phenomenological point of view, any conscious experience is not just of something but also of someone. The intentional relation between consciousness and the world does not make sense if we reject the notion that some kind of inner awareness is present while we direct our attention to the objects out there in the world. In fact, it might be the case that awareness is ontologically not divided into outer and inner awareness. All this distinction between outer and inner awareness seems more of a terminological than a real one, and more so to make it convenient for us to describe our conscious experiences. Nonetheless, it unnecessarily causes confusion too. One can simply agree that it is the same awareness directed outwards as well as inwards. The distinction is in the kind of objects to which we attend by directing our attentionsome inner objects, like phenomenal experiences, beliefs and thought and other outer objects, like laptops and tables. From an evolutionary point of view as well, it is more economical to have a single mechanism which generates and maintains an awareness that can change direction from inner to outer or from outer to inner, and which is controlled by the cognitive processes of attention, rather than keeping two separate mechanisms dedicated to each kind of awareness. It might be the case that it is the single awareness which primarily extends from inner towards outer and is not normally fractured into two distinct kinds: inner and outer. We posit the existence of an inner awareness and an outer awareness because we do not notice that our awareness shifts from outer to inner frequently. This shift might go unnoticed due to the very small temporal gap. Our awareness might shift swiftly from attending to internal mental objects to external non-mental objects, providing us no real cognizable temporal gap in between. This also means that we lack memory of these shifts in our attention from inner to outer and outer to inner because they happen in very quick succession. This gives us the impression that our outer awareness is temporally continuous for a considerable duration of time. Although we can, in principle, keep our awareness directed at some external object, yet sustaining this would require conscious effort and concentration. However, we normally lack such control over our minds, as cases of mind wandering suggest (Smallwood 2013 (Smallwood , 2011b Smallwood, Beach et al. 2008a; Smallwood, Mcspadden and Schooler 2008b; Smallwood and Schooler, 2006; Smallwood, Davies et al. 2004a) . To further buttress the argument from the transparency of inner awareness, we argue that it has a functional role in the perceptual experience (see Section 3.3 below).
Argument from the subjectivity of consciousness
The IAOA thesis must hold as all conscious mental states are subjective. Since subjectivity is an intrinsic feature of any conscious mental state, inner awareness seems to be the most suitable candidate for the subjective character of conscious mental states (Kriegel 2009a) . This definition of subjectivity as inner awareness is wide enough to include not just phenomenal mental states but intentional mental states as well. Any conscious mental state is subjective in the sense that it belongs to a conscious subject, or the subject is aware of being in that state. For example, Mary, the protagonist of Frank Jackson's famous thought experiment (Jackson 1982) , lacks colour qualia, like redness and blueness, all the while that she is in her black-and-white room. Yet she is conscious, and has subjective experiences of her monochromatic environment. She does have intentional states, such as beliefs and thoughts that she is aware of being in such an environment. What we suggest is that the definition of subjectivity as inner awareness must cover all mental states which are conscious, whether phenomenal or intentional. In other words, we should understand subjectivity as a form of inner awareness that the subject of experience has about mental states. Inner awareness is something which is common to all kinds of conscious experiences. Thus, we can say that all conscious experiences are subjective by virtue of being the content of their agent's inner awareness. We may express this in a more formal way:
• There are different kinds of conscious mental states which have something in common, viz. subjective character. • If all conscious mental states are subjective, then there has to be one criterion which explains their subjective nature. • All conscious mental states are subjective in the sense that they are the contents of the inner awareness of the subject. If a mental state is subjective by virtue of being an object of the inner awareness, which the subject of the mental state in question has about it, then an outer world-directed, conscious perceptual mental state must be accompanied by inner awareness, and this is precisely what the IAOA thesis claims.
However, Gennaro's (2006 Gennaro's ( , 2008 Gennaro's ( , 2011 claim that the outer focal awareness of firstorder (world-directed) mental states is not accompanied by inner-peripheral awareness is tantamount to rejecting that such states have subjectivity. Since Kriegel (2005 Kriegel ( , 2009a defines subjectivity, at least in some cases, as the inner peripheral awareness which accompanies our phenomenal experiences, it becomes crucial to show that we do not realize the compresence of inner awareness and visual experience unless we introspect. As Gennaro rightly points out: ... in an attempt to diagnose the phenomenological error committed by supporters of OFIP, I suggest that they are really "reflecting" on the experiences themselves in such cases. If so, then they are consciously attending to their experiences, which is really introspective consciousness. Thus, we no longer have a phenomenological analysis of first-order conscious states; that is, there is no longer any OF at all but instead a shift to IF. And, of course, a shift to either IF thesis cannot show that OFIP is true. (Gennaro 2008: 48-49) However, there is a similar problem with Gennaro's HOT theory. Gennaro's HOT theory does not successfully account for subjective character as an intrinsic feature of conscious mental states. Whereas Rosenthal's HOT faces the problem of shifting subjectivity in explaining outer-world-directed conscious mental states, Gennaro's (intrinsic) HOT encounters it in explaining introspective consciousness. The argument is that HOT fails to explain subjective character as a feature of lower order states in their relational model of consciousness. It is the problem of shifting subjectivity which is an argument against the relational account of subjective character. In other words, subjectivity is an intrinsic feature of a conscious mental state, and if we try to explain it in relational terms, like the HOT theories do, we face the problem of shifting subjectivity. The location of subjectivity seems to shift from a lower-order mental state to an HOT, and so on (Chaturvedi and Sarma 2019: 177) .
It is true that the presence of inner awareness is not clear when it accompanies firstorder, outer-world-directed mental states, such as perceptual experiences. However, as pointed out in the last section, this is due to the transparent nature of inner awareness. Now, in order to actually experience inner awareness, one does have to be in a kind of self-reflective or self-conscious mental state. Nonetheless, it does not mean that there is no inner awareness accompanying first-order mental states in the first place. One has to rely on inference and a kind of transcendental argument, which we shall now present in the next section.
Argument from the Functional Role of Inner Awareness
It can be argued that inner awareness must accompany outer-world-directed perceptual awareness because, at least in some such cases of outer perceptual awareness, perception is not a passive act but an active judgment. For instance, when I look at a picture, my awareness, while directed at the picture, is certainly accompanied by a certain emotional response or value judgment. I am not just perceptually (visually) aware of the picture but also aware that "I like the picture," or "the picture is good." These cases cannot be explained without reference to inner awareness, which must therefore accompany perceptual awareness. Kriegel (2004b) too has argued for peripheral inner (self-) awareness based on functional considerations. The distinction between focal and peripheral awareness in the case of outer perceptual (visual) awareness with respect to its functional role is extended to peripheral inner (self-) awareness. The idea is that having peripheral (self-) inner awareness of the mental state enables the subject to have just enough information about it so as to be able to access full information only when it is needed (Kriegel 2004b: 181) . That is to say, this functional role of peripheral inner (self-) awareness is supported by nature's mechanisms to tackle the "cognitive overload" 10 problem. When the subject has peripheral inner awareness of a conscious mental state M, according to Kriegel, " the subject possesses just enough information about M to make it possible for her to easily (i.e., quickly and effortlessly) obtain fuller information about M" (Kriegel 2004b: 181) . However, in comparison, when the subject has no such peripheral inner (self-) awareness of the mental state M, in other words, is completely unaware of it, she would need to initiate certain energy-consuming and time-consuming activities to retrieve full information about M. This would certainly put pressure on the cognitive resources of the subject (Kriegel 2004b: 181-182) .
However, we believe that inner awareness performs the same function that Kriegel's peripheral inner (self-) awareness does to avoid cognitive and information overload. What we suggest is that, when the subject needs fuller information about the mental state M, only then would she be self-aware of the mental state. This transition from inner awareness to self-awareness is easy, and does not require any cognitive mechanism to maintain self-awareness all the time, which certainly would require more cognitive resources.
Now, Gennaro raises the following objections to Kriegel's claim that inner peripheral (self-) awareness accompanies outer awareness, in particular, and against IAOA, in general. First, if inner peripheral (self-) awareness "is such a good thing to have from an evolutionary standpoint, then it would seem that many other animals should also have it" (Gennaro 2008: 48-49) .
Against this, we can respond by pointing out that, compared to other animals, humans may have an evolutionary advantage in having inner awareness accompanied by outer awareness. In fact, it is the very presence of inner awareness and the functional role it plays in cognition that gives human beings an evolutionary advantage over members of the other species. In other words, it is possible that inner awareness happened to be part of evolutionary process that lead to the emergence of a cognitively advanced species, viz. Homo sapiens. Inner awareness does seem to be the link between perceptual awareness, information processing about the environment through sensory channels, and higher cognitive functions, such as introspection, problem solving and decision making.
Second, Gennaro agrees that:
The ability of an organism to shift quickly between outer-and inner-directed conscious states is surely a crucial practical and adaptive factor in the evolution of the species. For example, an animal that is able to shift back and forth between perceiving other animals (say, for potential food or danger) and introspecting its own mental states (say, a desire to eat or a fear of one's life) would be capable of a kind of practical intelligence that would be lacking otherwise. (Gennaro 2008: 51) Further, he also admits that in a sense he agrees with Kriegel that "having some kind of self-awareness of conscious states is very useful for evolutionary reasons" (Ibid.). However, he argues that "it is unclear to me why having unconscious self-awareness isn't sufficient to do the job, or why having conscious peripheral self-awareness will be so much quicker or effortless when it comes to making the shift in question" (Ibid.).
It can be argued that the transition from unconscious HOT to conscious HOT occurs only in introspective awareness, which is a higher-order mental state. However, as far as information received from first-order mental states, viz. Outer-world-directed perceptual states, are concerned, it makes more sense that the information is fed to an inner awareness rather than to an unconscious HOT. The immediacy with which we are able to access information about our environment by shifting our attention from one object to the other requires that this information be directly fed to our inner awareness, the reason being, if unconscious HOT accompanies outer awareness, then, according to Gennaro, information received from outer awareness is not immediately conscious but requires further processing to become conscious only via introspection. However, as far as effective and economic use of cognitive resources is concerned, it is reasonable to assume that making unconscious information conscious each time would be more demanding on the available cognitive resources. It is easier to maintain an inner awareness accompanying the outer awareness. It seems a better mechanism despite Gennaro's contention that "unconscious HOTs can presumably become conscious HOTs more quickly, resulting in introspective conscious mental states." In addition, "having unconscious HOTs can thus be understood, from an evolutionary perspective, as a key stepping stone to the capacity for introspection" (Gennaro 2008, p. 51) . It can be argued further that it is easier to move from inner awareness of the object of a first-order mental state to introspective awareness of the mental state itself than to introspection understood as relation between a lowerorder unconscious HOT and a higher-order unconscious HOT.
Third, Gennaro argues that to admit inner awareness accompanying outer awareness is to conflate "introspective consciousness with conscious first-order states" (Ibid.). Apparently, according to Gennaro, inner awareness is not phenomenologically experienced unless introspected. However, as we have argued earlier, the transparency of conscious experience applies to inner awareness. We do not experience inner awareness because it becomes self-conscious only when we introspect.
Fourth, Gennaro argues that information received from outer awareness need not always become conscious in order to cause behaviour. "After all, it is widely held that unconscious mental states can cause behaviour and fill a functional role within an organism" (Ibid.). However, human beings have the ability to make fully conscious choices, back their actions by conscious reasoning, and be aware of hitherto unconscious mental states causing their behaviour.
Even if, for the sake of argument, we admit the distinction between focal and peripheral awareness, the occurrence of outer awareness, either focal or peripheral, totally independent of inner awareness might not be a great mechanism for those creatures which constantly review the information received from their sensory channels regarding their external environment for threat assessments. The purpose of perception is to make the information available to the agent (which must be used constantly for reasoning and decision making by associating and comparing with other inner mental states, such as desires and beliefs) through introspection. For instance, perception by the animal of a predator in the vicinity must be immediately associated with the instinctual "desire" for self-preservation and the "belief" that the predator is a serious threat to life, and so demands a fight or flight response.
Conclusion
In this paper, we have tried to defend the thesis that inner awareness accompanies outer perceptual awareness (IAOA). This goes against the claim that perceptual experience is conscious by virtue of being represented by an unconscious HOT, which is supported by Rosenthal and Gennaro in their respective versions of the HOT theory of consciousness. The inner-outer distinction does not make sense without consciousness, and consciousness is interiority. The idea that consciousness could be exterior is absurd. In that sense, as far as consciousness is concerned, it is inner, and this innerness or interiority is logically and ontologically prior to any outer awareness. In other words, inner awareness accompanying outer-world-directed mental states is a logical necessity. Hence, the answer to the question posed in the title of this paper is "Yes."
